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Call to Order: Ms. Covin called the meeting to order a 1:10 p.m.

Introductions: Ms. Covin invited the members, staff, and audience to introduce
themsaves.

Organizational Matters. Mr. Padia reviewed the March 10, 2000 |etter to district
superintendents from Ledie Fausset, Chief Deputy Superintendent. He solicited
comments and stated the department will be coming out with arevised smilar schools
rank. He reviewed the Advisory Committee' s recommendation that the State Board of
Education (SBE) adopt a minimum student participation rate of 95% for the STAR
assessment as an digibility criterion for the two awards programs. He concluded his
review by explaining schools sdf-identify themsdves as "dternative” usng the CDE
school designation code. Schools identified as "aternative’ who want to participate in the
accountability system to recelve an APl must formally request to do so with CDE. He
aso gated that SB 1x includes charter schools in the main accountability system.

[1/USP Report: Ms. Covin invited Mr. Davie to report on the work of the [1/USP
Subcommittee. Mr. Davie reported the subcommittee developed an outline for a proposed
letter to the field regarding the importance of an 11/USP action plan implementation to
avoid sanctions. He handed the letter to committee members and proceeded to present
key pointsinduding:

Individuals to be contacted

Informa actions and preventative measures

Didtrict interventions

Resources

Mr. Davie noted that the subcommittee looked at sanctions as described in the law and
decided they

did not want to articulate anything in addition to the law.



Ms. Covin asked if there were any questions or concerns regarding the letter. The
committee gpproved the letter.

Evauation Report: Ms. Covin invited Mr. Weisto present an update on the Evauation
Subcommittee. Mr. Weis responded to a query from Ms. Barber related to Externd
Evauators. He stated the State Board gpproved the guidelines for the External Evauators
late last summer. Ms. Harris, Director, Educational Support Networks Division added
that the Cdifornia Department of Education (CDE) planned to continue to ask for
assstance from the counties. In addition, CDE planned to survey a sampling of schools
regarding the Externd Evauators process. Mr. Weis summarized February’s Board item
to the committee which induded the Guiddines for an RFP for an Independent

Evauation of SB 1x. The SBE approved the Guidelines as presented.

Awards Report:

Ms. Covin reported that the State Board of Education (SBE) did not receive for
information the committee's March Board item, Report of the Advisory Committee on
the PSAA Options for the Implementation of the Certificated Staff Performance Incentive
Act, AB 1114. She dtated the Governor wants to give some awards in the maximum
amount of $25,000 per full-time equivaent certificated staff member, an option not
present in the committeee s report. CDE staff will work with staff from the Secretary of
Education’s Office to devel op various scenarios for the Governor’s consderation.

Ms. Covin invited Mr. Lee to present the report of the Awards Subcommittee, " Options
for the Implementation of the Governor’s Performance Award Program.” Mr. Lee
referred to the committee to the draft document dated March 15, 2000. He provided the
following comments on each of the twelve issues as outlined in the document.

Issue 1: Should there be a minimum participation rate in STAR for a school to be eligible
to receive an award under the GPAP, and if so, what should the rate be?

Mr. Lee dated that the committee felt strongly that as many students as possible take the

test.

The subcommittee agreed upon the following formulato determine percent participation:

% Participation = Tota students tested

Enrollment in grades tested minus parent waivers, minus |EP exemptions

The subcommittee recommends a minimum STAR particiation rate of 95% for year
2000.

Issue 2: What should the criteria be for cases where STAR data used to calculate
comparable improvement are inconsistent with other CDE data?

Mr. Lee stated the subcommittee felt that this problem has sorted itsdf out and was no
longer asignificant issue.

Issue 3: If a school’ s grade level configuration or Country-District-School (CDS) code
changes from 1999 to 2000, what eligibility criteria for awards should be used?



Mr. Lee noted that schools are supposed to report configuration changes. Currently there
are no criteriafor gpplying for aCDS code, but CDE will be looking at that.

Issue 4: Should a school that did not receive an API in 1999 be considered for awardsin
2000 if its 2000 API and 2000 subgroup API(s) meet certain criteria?

Issue 5: 1f a 1999 subgroup API is not calculated for a school but a 2000 API is
calculated, should it be considered "meeting the subgroups growth target" if (1) the 2000
subgroup API is 800 or more or (2) if the school wide growth meets or exceeds a higher
target?

Mr. Lee noted that the subcommittee did not discussissues4 or 5.

Issue 6: Should the GPAP funding for schools be calculated on a per school or per pupil
basis?

Mr. Lee reported that the subcommittee recommended that avards go to the highest
performing schoolsfirst. A recommendation was put forth suggesting 20% of the funds

be awarded at $150 per pupil, 30% at $100 and 50% at $50. In addition, it was
recommended that al schools achieving at or above 5% of their growth target and
demongtrating comparable improvement receive a nor-monetary award.

Issue 7: Assuming comparable improvement criteria are met, should schools maintaining
an API of 800 or above receive cash awards or only those at 800 or above that have
made positive gains in the API? If cash awards are only for schools at 800 or above that
have made positive gains, by how much must one grow to receive a cash award?

Mr. Lee noted the subcommittee recommended that these schools should have access to

cash awards if their absolute gains on the API are sufficiently high.

Issue 8: Should there be an escalating schedule for monetary awards?
Mr. Lee reported the subcommittee agreed there should be an escalating schedule for
monetary awards.

Issue 9: Should award funds be reserved until data problems are resolved? If so, how
much should be reserved, for how long should it be reserved, and how long should any
left over funds be used?

Mr. Lee stated the subcommittee recommended establishment of a 10% reserve of the

tota amount. The recommendation was to hold 10% of the funded $96 million dollars

until al data problems were resolved.

Issue 10: Who at the schools should decide how cash awards are to be spent?
Mr. Lee stated the recommendation was to distribute by amutually agreed upon
governance group or aschool site council at the Ste.

Issue 11: What should the non-monetary awards consist of and what should the eligibility
criteria be for each type of award?

Mr. Lee noted that once a school reached the 5% target and demonstrated comparable
improverment, the school would be recognized. If a school missed out on the cash award,



the school could be digible for the CSRP. Non-monetary awards could include flags,
banners, pins, and use of an award program state logo to be used on school |letterhead
representing exemplary performance for that particular year.

Issue 12: For the categorical waivers and expenditure flexibility specified in the PSAA,
should regulations be developed, and if so, by when? What is meant by "significant
growth" for schools to receive maximum flexibility in expenditure of categorical funding?
Mr. Lee reported the subcommittee recommended that if a school was at or above the 5%
level and demonstrated comparable improvement, a school could request the SBE to

waive program requirements for certain categorical programs (EC section 52057(d)). For
EC section 52057(€) where a school would automatically be granted " maximum

expenditure flexibility" the subcommittee recommended that "significant growth” be

defined as either (1) meeting or exceeding the 5% growth target or (2) an API at or above
800. In both cases, the school must demonstrate comparable improvement. This
expenditure flexibility would be granted for three consecutive years.

Mr. Padia stated that staff will further investigete thisissue.

Ms. Covin expressed awish to go back over the issues one by one and make sure dl
committee members understood the recommendations. She pointed out to committee
members there would be no control over parents who opt out their children from the
assessment if the committee recommended the proposed formula. She opened up the
subcommittee’ s I ssue One recommendation for discussion.

Mr. Weis Stated there are alot of reasons that parents choose to "opt children out”. One
reason was to prepare the children for the SAT test, which was administered around the
same time as the STAR program. He added there are some instances where parents are
being solicited to opt their child out of taking the test.

Mr. Orlinsky asked, "Will schools qudify if they tested less than 95% during the 19997

Mr. McCabe responded " Schools will qudify if they tested at least 95% of the students
during the 2000 school year."

Ms. Covin addressed Issue Two, regarding the monetary awards and the funding for
schools. She reminded members $96 million was gppropriated and data smulations
project that about 3,800 schools may be eligible. She stated Sue Burr, Interim Secretary,
Office of the Secretary of Education, made it very clear to the committee that Governor
Gray Davis wanted to see the dlocation be set a the maximum $150 per student. She
pointed out the subcommittee was focused on creating three groups. 20% of the funds be
alocated at the $150 level, 30% at the $100 level and 50% at the $50 leve.

Ms. Spiegel-Coleman stated she would like to see information regarding thisissue get out
to the schools as soon as possible.

Ms. Thompson agreed with Ms. Spiegel-Coleman.



Mr. Ruiz suggested the committee recommend alocating 10% of the funds at the $150
leve.

Ms. Nyaggah asked, "What woud the distribution look like if we change the $150 award
be changed to 10%"?

There was condderable discussion about the possible percentage levelsfor the

digtribution of award funds.

A question was asked if the intent of the program was to give smdl awards for many
schools or large awards to few schools. Mr. Hartel and Mr. McCabe gave some estimates.

Ms. Covin noted committee members responses to the estimates and stated, "1 am hearing
that we stay at 20/30/50 recommendation”.

Ms. Covin asked, "Who should decide how the cash awards are to be spent? The
committee is saying that the school Ste or smilar governance group should make the
decison”. Committee members agreed with the recommendation.

Ms. Covin, seeing agreement with the committee, moved onto the issue regarding non-
monetary awards. She stated, " The committee is recommending to award a banner and
use of asymbol or logo for the year the school demongtrates growth."”

Committee members agreed with the recommendation.

Ms. Covin reminded members the last issue dealt with EC sections 50257 (d) and (€). She
repested the subcommittee’ s recommendation that schools that achieve the 5% growth
targets may apply for the waiver under EC section 52057(d). She clarified the
recommendation for schools demongtrating "significant growth" as defined as 10%

growth or an AP at or above 800 (assuming comparable improvement is aso met).
Schools achieving "significant growth" receive autometic spending flexibility. This

flexibility will last three years and continue as long as the school shows "sgnificant

growth." In an attempt to create continuity, it is recommended that if a school does not
show significant growth for the second year, but shows significant growth the third yeer,

it may continue with the flexibility.

There were no additional comments from committee members. Ms. Covin sated that the
awards subcommittee recommendations would go forth.

Alternative Accountability Report:

Ms. Covininvited Ms. Barber to give the Alternative Accountability report. Ms. Barber
referred to the March 1, 2000 document, " Alternative Accountability System Guiding
Principles.”

Ms. Barber stated, the subcommittee recommended making changes with the following
guiding principles
Principle #3, add language of what should be examples.



Principle #6, ded's with mobility issues.

In addition, the subcommittee had three additiond items they wished to incorporate into
the principles:

Sgnificant improvement

Timein classroom

Deding with accommodations and how does that impacts the system.

Ms. Barber noted the subcommittee discussed the question, " Should schools with less
than 100 students be recognized?' She stated the subcommittee talked this morning about
aggregating schools countywide. She said the subcommittee saw that idea as being of no
vaue. She added, most of the smal schools have expressed an interest in participating in
the API. She added that the technical design group stated we can go down to 65 students
esch year for two years and diill have vaid datistics. By including schools with 65-100
students, we are able to take care of about haf the small groups schools. She concluded
by gating there might be some smal schools with populations of less than 65 students

that will not be able to participate.

Ms. Barber noted the subcommittee also discussed charter schools. She stated they would
fal under the API.

Ms. Barber stated the subcommittee recommended that there no need to impose an
accountability system on specid education schools that are working with life skills
programs. These types of gpecia education schools aready had their own accountability
system. She continued by stating that the committee believed that the schools operating
under regular education curriculum programs should be given the same expectations as
the regular education schools. Thisthird type of school would be measured by an
dternative accountability system.

Ms. Barber stated the subcommittee felt that an aternative school should be defined as
having a population different than the genera population and needing to have a different
accountability system. The subcommittee defined the schools usng an dterndive
accountability system as

Juvenile court schools, community day schools, community court schools, and
continuation schools.

Ms. Barber added the subcommittee believed that al schools may opt into the API.
Ms. Barber concluded her report by stating the subcommittee would be writing up the
revisons for the guiding principles and would like the thinking from the Governor’s
office to seeif the subcommittee was heading down the right course.

Ms. Barber reminded members the next meeting will be scheduled June 23, 2000.
Subcommittees will meet in the morning, and reconvene as afull committeein the
afternoon.

Public Comments. Ms. Covin asked if there were any public comments. There were none.




Adjournment: Ms. Covin adjourned the meeting at 3:39 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Kathleen Seabourne,
Recording Secretary



